On proper terminology
To the Editor: Those who review articles submitted for publication undoubtedly are aware of the editorial process that is undertaken to ensure, to the greatest extent possible, that 1) the presented data are believable; 2) the conclusions are valid; 3) the data have not been substantially reported previously; 4) the topic will be of interest to readers; and 5 ) the article is both grammatically and stylistically correct. TRANSFUSION has an editorial board that sets the policies of the journal with respect to the required format for manuscript submission as well as the review process and matters of style. An edict on acceptable blood group terminology,' with which all papers submitted must comply, has been issued and is referenced in the Guidelines to Authors that appear in the first issue of each volume.
It behooves authors to submit manuscripts that conform to these policies, to increase the likelihood that the paper will be accepted and to prevent delay in publication. It is the responsibility of the reviewers to reject submissions that do not merit publication for whatever reason(s), including, in my opinion,
poor grammar and nonconformity of style. The final review for grammar and style is the responsibility of the editorial staff. Failure to fulfill that responsibility was apparently to blame for inclusion of the following sentence in the recent article by
Smith et aL2 that appeared in TRANSFUSION Anti-E was present homozygously on all of the reacting cells; it was also present on some nonreacting cells, but only heterozygously (a fact that could have accounted for the nonreactivity).
That this sentence was ever written is a shame. That it was published is worse! Nonetheless, readers with some training in immunohematology can probably deduce what the authors were attempting to convey. My interpretation is that the anti-E exhibited d~s a g e ;~ that is, it reacted with all E + e -red cells (from individuals presumed to be homozygous for the E gene) and reacted weakly or not at all with E + e + red cells (from E heterozygotes). However, adding to the confusion is the authors' claim that the antibody was present on some nonreacting E + e + red cells. Since tests with such cells were nonreactive, what laboratory observation led them to that conclusion?
A common error among blood bankers is to refer to red cells derived from heterozygotes as heterozygous red cells, and likewise with red cells from homozygotes. However, zygosity is not a property of cells, let alone antibodies, as Smith et al.2 would have us believe. Rather, the use of the adjectives heterozygous and homozygous should be restricted to description of the genetic constitution of a being or organism. ' is to educate medical technologists on the vagaries of interpreting the results of antibody identification tests. However, effective education requires proper use of the English language and, between the covers of each issue of this journal, proper use of serologic terminology. Clearly, the editorial board and staff of TRANS-FUSION need to be reminded of the established policies. If such are to be ignored, perhaps this letter deserves an answer to that effect. If the policies are to remain, more diligence than is currently exercised will be required of those who review and edit submitted manuscripts.
We are told that people who live in glass houses should not throw stones. I will be the first to admit that scientific writing is an art that does not come easily and that, without doubt, articles that I have submitted have been improved by editorial changes. I am also reminded of an article I once reviewed that contained a sentence beginning "Red cells homozygous for clinically significant antigens is.. .." Surely, everyone knows that the last word should be am! Editor's Note: Mr. Judd is entirely correct. While authors must attempt to use corr1~3 terminology in submitted manuscripts, it is clearly the responsibility of the Editors to make appropriate corrections when that does not occur. For the sentence in question, the necessary corrections obviously were not made. Because responsibility for the error in this case clearly lies with the Editors, this letter was not sent to the original authors for reply. As for the Editors, we can only apologize to readers for the lapse and promise to be more diligent in the future. 
